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Abstract: The transition into the young adult/adult estate at age 18 years is marked
by a significant loss of provision and shift in institutional treatment. One of the many
harms endured is the change in restraint which is harmful and damaging yet prevailing.
The data presented here show how the distinct needs of this vulnerable population are
widely overlooked. This article extends the literature regarding young adults and argues
that there should be greater exploration and understanding of their behaviour and the
impacts of transitions. This, in turn, leads to recommendations for changes to practices
within the young adult/adult estate.
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Young adults held within custodial settings are more likely than the general
population to have experience of adverse childhood experiences (ACE)
such as witnessing or being a victim of abuse and violence (Prison Reform
Trust 2019). This has significant implications upon physical and mental
health and well-being (Anda et al. 2006; Hughes et al. 2016) and signifies
how this population are vulnerable. They are also undergoing a critical
period of neurological development and identity formation. While there
is a broad body of literature that acknowledges the vulnerability1 of the
youth custodial population and the requirement to provide safeguards for
them, it is only recently that the particular needs of young adults (aged 18–
24 years) within custody have begun to attract critical attention. Evidence
which demonstrates that developmental maturity extends beyond typical
definitions of adulthood at age 18 years has led to calls for a distinct ap-
proach which is not present within the criminal justice system (Harris 2015;
HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021; House of Commons Justice Committee
2016).
To acknowledge their vulnerabilities, children aged up to 18 years
are held within three types of institution within the youth custodial es-
tate which, although are not without criticism (Goldson 2015; HM Chief
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Inspector of Prisons 2017), are smaller and better resourced than prisons
within the young adult/adult estate. As ‘adults’, upon turning age 18 years,
young people transition into young adult/adult prisons. There are three
‘distinct’ male young adult young offender institutions (YOIs),2 Feltham
(split site)3 and Aylesbury hold 18- to 21-year-olds, and Deerbolt holds 18-
to 24-year-olds; however they only accommodate 6% of the age 18–25 years
population with the remainder dispersed among the wider adult prison
estate (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021). Such institutions are said to be
‘coterminous with adult prisons’ (National Preventive Mechanism 2018,
p.51) and as they operate under the same prison service orders (PSOs)
and prison service instructions (PSIs) as adult prisons4 how ‘distinct’ these
institutions are is unclear. The definition of ‘young adults’ in this context
is ambiguous, historically, it has been set at age 18–20 years for sentencing
purposes. While HM Prison and Probation Service (2019) recognises the
ongoing development of those aged up to 25 years, it has been argued that
it is not translated into suitable provision for this population (HM Inspec-
torate of Prisons 2021; House of Commons Justice Committee 2018).
Beyond age 18 years, young adults continue to develop neurologically to
adult capacity which impacts upon their behaviour and reasoning (House
of Commons Justice Committee 2016). The final part of the brain to mature
is the frontal lobe, the area associated with planning and impulse control
(Johnson, Blum and Giedd 2009). During this period, young adults have
heightened selectivity and reactivity to negative stimuli (Tanner and Arnett
2009). Therefore, their actions and responses are different from those of
adults who have increased capacity as they have stabilised neurologically.
As young adults within the criminal justice system are frequently drawn
from disadvantaged backgrounds and prior experience of harm and abuse
(Hughes et al. 2016) the traits of ongoing maturity are more pronounced,
not least because while they may physically mature, the experience of in-
carceration also stalls developmental maturation (Gooch 2016).
There is a lack of distinction of treatment between young adults and
adults, despite fundamental differences in their neurology and subsequent
needs (House of Commons Justice Committee 2018). This has resulted in
young adults reporting much poorer outcomes across many aspects of their
prison life (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021). There is little exploration of
their experiences of practices within the young adult/adult estate, particu-
larly for those who have made the stark transition from the youth custodial
estate. Upon transfer, there is an arbitrary shift in provision and practices
based on institutional constructions of age. This article focuses on young
adults’ prison experience of violence and restraint. While there has been
much criticism of restraint on children, there is little evidence which chal-
lenges the change of practice upon transition and explores its use upon
young adults. Using interview data, drawn from a project which explored
transitions between the youth custodial estate and young adult/adult es-
tate, and FOI requests, this article argues that arbitrary mechanisms to
control young adults disregard evidence about their particular needs, and
exacerbates the harms of imprisonment to an already vulnerable and over-
looked population. The article concludes that there should be increased
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safeguards reflective of the youth custodial estate and greater investment
in staffing provision and training to understand young adults’ behaviours
and improve de-escalation strategies.
Literature Review
The use of restraint on children in custodial establishments has long been
controversial, and critical attention has been drawn to it through a number
of reviews (Howard League for Penal Reform 2006, 2011, 2016; Smallridge
and Williamson 2008; Taylor 2020). Following the distressing deaths of two
young people, Gareth Myatt and Adam Rickwood, due to inappropriate re-
straint procedures being used against them (HM Inspectorate of Prisons
2015a), The Independent Review of Restraint in Juvenile Settings led to
the introduction of minimising and managing physical restraint (MMPR)
guidance to be used within secure training centres (STCs) and YOIs. While
it is intended that such physical restraint measures are a last resort, us-
ing only minimal force which is both ‘reasonable’ and ‘necessary’, MMPR
forms part of official behaviour management guidance (National Offender
Management Service 2014a; Youth Justice Board 2015). Staff within STCs
and YOIs undergo eight days’ initial training and one day refresher twice
annually for MMPR which focuses on behaviour management techniques
and diversion strategies. They are trained to ‘recognise a young person’s
behaviour’ and ‘assess threat’ (Youth Justice Board 2015, p.3) as MMPR is
intended to focus on staff relationships with young people to de-escalate
violence. Within YOIs, but not STCs, restraint may be used for ‘good or-
der or discipline’ (House of Commons House of Lords Joint Committee
on Human Rights 2019).
The MMPR guidance (Youth Justice Board 2015, p.3), while avoiding
the ‘debate’ on the ‘ethical and legal issues’ associated with restraint, re-
tains the language of ‘safeguarding’ required with this group (National
Offender Management Service 2014a) yet this is not extended to young
adults. This symbolises the stark shift in practices and treatment from care
to control that occur from age 18 years, which are undoubtably damaging
and harmful (Price and Turner 2021). The transition presents a ‘cliff-edge’
of support, services and provision for young adults (Social Exclusion Unit
2005; Transition to Adulthood Alliance 2009) justified on the arbitrary con-
struction of adulthood despite their ongoing neurological development.
The legal obligations associated with control and restraint (C&R) within
the young adult/adult estate fall under the broader instructions on use of
force, which state that it must be proportionate to the seriousness of the
circumstances and necessary (HM Prison Service 2005; National Offender
Management Service 2015). In line with the Council of Europe (2020)
recommendations of restoration and mediation, staff must consider de-
escalation strategies. Staff receive basic 32 hours’ initial training and annual
refresher training; advance training is for five days with two days for an-
nual refresher (HM Prison Service 2005; National Offender Management
Service 2015). There is a target of 80% of staff receiving MMPR or C&R
training; however, data from 2018/19 shows that a fifth of prisons had not
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met this (Ministry of Justice 2019). Young adults are not subject to differing
C&R practices from the wider adult estate and there has been little focus
on its impact upon those aged over 18 years. While C&R guidance follows
a similar rhetoric to MMPR, that is, used only as a last resort, the restraint
techniques are markedly different (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2015a; Na-
tional Offender Management Service 2014b); for example, staff within the
youth custodial estate must not carry batons (National Offender Manage-
ment Service 2014a) but C&R in the young adult/adult estate can include
the use of batons in exceptional circumstances (National Offender Man-
agement Service 2015). Officers can also utilise PAVA incapacitant spray
(Gov.UK 2018) and HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2021) have found evi-
dence of its use to be unjustified within inspections.
Within the youth custodial estate, the legal parameters of childhood af-
fect how those held are treated. Following the use of MMPR, the young per-
son’s local authority, parent/carer and key worker/personal officer must be
informed, and child protection referrals may also be made and reviewed by
designated officers within the local authority (Youth Justice Board 2015).
While ‘regard must be paid to protected characteristics’ (National Offender
Management Service 2015, p.2) and the disproportionate use of force
guarded against, accounting for an individuals’ neurological capability is
not apparent in the C&R guidance. Although there is some commitment
to screen the maturity level of young adults (House of Commons Justice
Committee 2018) this is not at the point of C&R. Concerningly, young
adults report being restrained three times more than adults aged over 25
years (27% compared with 9%) (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021). This
figure is higher for BAME young adults (32% compared with 11%) who
are over-represented within the young adult population and whose expe-
riences across the prison estate are reportedly worse than their white coun-
terparts. HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2021) has argued that unless these
specific issues are addressed outcomes for young adults will not improve.
Young people, particularly those with ACEs and within the prison sys-
tem, are likely to have had previous negative and disrupted relationships
with adults and authority (Harvey 2012; Paulsen and Berg 2016; Urry,
Sanders and Munford 2015). De-escalation of incidents is improved when
suitable relationships are developed with staff; however, staff have reported
having little time to develop them (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2015a).
Upon transition to the young adult/adult estate at age 18 years, this is ex-
acerbated as there are fewer staff and thus less opportunities to develop
suitable supportive relationships (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons 2017;
National Offender Management Service 2012; Youth Justice Board 2018).
There is repeated evidence of staff moving too quickly into restraint when
not necessary (Gooch 2015; HM Chief Inspector of Prisons 2020; Taylor
2020) which undermines processes of safeguarding (HM Chief Inspector
of Prisons 2020).
Any physical intrusion of those who have previously experienced ACEs,
as have many young people held within the youth custodial estate and
young adult/adult estate, can be detrimental to their long-term well-being
and remind them of past circumstances (House of Commons House of
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Lords Joint Committee on Human Rights 2019; Independent Inquiry
Child Sexual Abuse 2019; National Preventive Mechanism 2017). Expo-
sure to force has been found to be associated with additional mental health
symptoms, anger, feelings of isolation and depression (Meade, Steiner and
Klahm 2017) and it is important that staff understand the needs and be-
haviours of those in their care. While mental anguish can affect all pris-
oners, those who are younger can externalise this more so through agi-
tation pain and frustration (Willow 2015). Upon transition, young people
may feel a loss of control over their circumstances which can manifest in
challenging behaviours (Harvey 2012). However, when those such as cell
damage and aggression are exhibited, they tend to be viewed as security
concerns rather than expression of underlying emotional distress (Prisons
and Probation Ombudsman 2014). If staff fail to see the vulnerabilities as-
sociated with these behaviours it will continue (Gooch 2017) as will the
negative culture prevalent within institutions (Taylor 2020).
Prisoners build psychosocial coping strategies and behaviours consid-
ered worthy of restraint. Previous traumas can be ‘acted, rather than
talked, out’ (Bosworth and Ashcroft 2021, p.68). This demonstrates some-
thing more embedded in the culture of growing up in prison (Laws 2018;
Taylor 2020). Young adults, still in a state of adolescence may make displays
of ‘manhood’ to mask their ongoing maturation in an environment which
expects them to be fully ‘adult’ (Gooch 2017). Hypermasculinity informs
relations and interactions within an institutional setting (Bengtsson 2016)
and the expression of masculinity is one of aggression, control and dom-
inance to reject any notion of weakness or vulnerability (Murray 2020).
Young people’s behaviour may be due to frustrations, wanting to let off
steam (Shenton and Smith 2020) or attract staff attention (Howard League
for Penal Reform 2011). For those who have transitioned to an institution
with fewer staff and fewer safeguards, challenging behaviour should act
as ‘warning signs’ that they require specialist help (Howard League for Pe-
nal Reform 2014). For young people undergoing the critical transition and
identity formation between ‘childhood’ and ‘adulthood’, the need to estab-
lish themselves (Bengtsson 2016; Ricciardelli, Maier and Hannah-Moffat
2015) and ‘perform as ‘men’ capable of surviving in the very adult prison
world’ (Gooch 2016, p.285) intensify.
Institutions ultimately are places of containment, control and discipline
(Bersot and Arrigo 2011). Independent reviews have highlighted how re-
straint might be used unlawfully for compliance (Howard League for Pe-
nal Reform 2011, 2016) and punishment (House of Commons House of
Lords Joint Committee on Human Rights 2019). Staff use of restraint as
a demonstration of authority (Meško and Hacin 2020), power and dom-
inance, undermines legitimacy and prisoners’ trust (Crewe 2011; Gooch
2015). Regardless of age, restraint is physically and psychologically dam-
aging but it is frequently used against young adults. It undermines the ob-
jectives of detention, is inhumane, degrading (House of Commons House
of Lords Joint Committee on Human Rights 2019) and unethical (Gooch
2015). While there is the requirement for debriefs after restraints, they are
reactive and do not appear to seek to explore the underlying causes of
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an incident (Howard League for Penal Reform 2014). HM Inspectorate of
Prisons (2021) often found that prisons were not seeking to identify nor
understand the over-representation of young adults in disciplinary proce-
dures, force and violence. Poor acknowledgment and treatment of the de-
velopmentally differing needs of young people restricts their opportunity
to overcome their difficult backgrounds and circumstances; particularly
when relationships with staff are lacking.
Some concerning episodes of young adult/adult restraint have been
highlighted. The Prisons and Probation Ombudsman (2014) investigated
the death of a young man with disabilities who was given short notice of
a transfer to an institution far from home and away from established peer
support. He was apparently tricked by staff into leaving his cell and re-
strained when trying to return. The receiving institution was not made
aware, and he took his own life within a week of arrival. In 2015 an adult
male, Allan Stewart Marshall, died while under restraint within a Scottish
prison. A subsequent inquiry highlighted how reasonable precautions may
have mitigated the chain of events, including the restraint, which led to his
death (Liddle 2019). Further literature has critiqued the use of restraint
upon terminally ill patients and argued that there is too much ambiguity
within relevant PSIs (Robinson 2019).
Criticisms of the use of restraint procedures rarely extend to young
adults despite their distinct vulnerability. Beyond the loss of supportive ser-
vices, there are wider harms inflicted upon young people who transition
between institutions. Although some potential risks – such as the reduction
in staffing – are acknowledged within official guidance (National Offender
Management Service 2012) – there is little consideration of the stark shift
in treatment and failure to recognise the distinct needs and behaviours ow-
ing to their ongoing development. This demonstrates the rhetoric taken by
the Ministry of Justice (2013) that upon turning age 18 years, young adults
should be more autonomous. The shift in status from ‘child’ to ‘adult’
by virtue of age also means that those in the young adult/adult estate no
longer have the safeguards that they were entitled to potentially days be-
fore, within the youth custodial estate. The following section outlines the
methodology before moving on to findings regarding perceptions of vio-
lence, security and the use and impact of restraint upon young adults.
Methods
The data used for this article are drawn from a PhD research project which
was funded by the Economic and Social Research Council and supported
with an in-kind contribution from HM Inspectorate of Prisons. The origi-
nal research explored how young people comprehended, prepared for, ne-
gotiated and experienced transitions between juvenile YOIs and the young
adult/adult estate. The findings contained within this article draw on semi-
structured interviews (n = 49) with young people and stakeholders (held
between April 2017 and March 2018). Fourteen young people held in two
YOIs5 were interviewed pre-transition and a post-transition interview was
held with the same cohort across four young adult/adult prisons (n = 27).6
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Those suitable for interview (scheduled to transition) were identified by
nominated gatekeepers working within the YOIs. Semi-structured inter-
views were also held with key stakeholders (n = 22) who were involved
with, or who had expert knowledge of, juvenile and young adult/adult pe-
nal detention; comprised of academics (n = 3), charity workers (n = 2),
inspectors from independent inspectorates (n = 2), lawyers (n = 1), civil
servants (n = 2), and personnel from two YOIs (n = 5) and three young
adult/adult institutions (n = 7). The sampling of ‘insider’ key stakeholders
(personnel working within institutions, hereafter cited as ‘staff members’)
(n = 12) was opportunistic and ‘outsider’ key stakeholders working outside
of institutions (n = 10) were selected in a strategic way using a purposive
sample (Bryman 2016).
Access to institutions was granted following a successful research appli-
cation to the National Offender Management Service National Research
Committee (NRC) in November 2016 (ref: 2016–353), and Governor ap-
proval. Ethical approval was received from the University of Liverpool in
February 2017. While professional codes of research ethics do not consider
young adults to be as vulnerable as children, prisoners can be regarded
as vulnerable within this context (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2015b) and
was the stance taken by the researcher. The interview schedules were de-
liberately designed to avoid being voyeuristic (Moore and Wahidin 2017)
through detailed questioning of personal and sensitive topics. Interviewees
were asked about their relationships with staff members and differences
between institutions, which allowed them to raise violence and restraint. If
young people mentioned these topics they were asked if they were com-
fortable in doing so and if it appeared that they were not, the interview
would be stopped (although this did not occur). As a researcher, it is im-
portant to be sensitive to the painful accounts of prisoners, which can be
challenging to hear, but not desensitised to their accounts (Crewe, Hulley
and Wright 2020). A fieldwork diary was kept ensuring that the researcher
regulated and reflected on their emotions while adequately representing
interviewees’ views (Bosworth et al. 2005).
It is unclear whether the researcher’s status as a white British female
around ten years older than the young people affected their responses.
The majority identified as white British (n = 9), black (n = 3), British Mus-
lim (n = 1), and white mixed Caribbean (n = 1). While it is acknowledged
that ethnicity is a prominent issue with regards to young adult restraint,
it did not present as a dominant theme within the interviews. The young
people may not have identified with the researcher and sought to main-
tain a performance of masculinity and not wished to present themselves
as vulnerable in this content (Gooch 2017). While the interview was in-
evitably subject to the differences in characteristics and power between the
researcher and the researched, as much as possible the researcher sought
to create an environment in which the interview was led by the intervie-
wee as a conversation about their experience (Laws and Crewe 2016) using
open questions. The following sections analyse the data drawn from semi-
structured interviews to critically explore experiences of violence and re-
straint within the young adult/adult estate.
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Findings
Perceptions of Violence
In anticipation of their transfer, the young people were apprehensive that
they would have to ‘prove’ themselves (Craig7 – pre) indicating how per-
ceptions of masculinity are associated with age and the perceived pressure
to demonstrate their ability to cope through violence. Upon transition, only
six of the young people interviewed were held across two designated young
adult YOIs and the majority were held with prisoners older than age 21
years. While many of them reported that young adult/adult institutions
were calmer than the YOIs they had transferred from due to the relative
‘maturity’ of the population, the constant threat of violence was evident in
their accounts:
The main thing is, come in here, get your head down, and it’s not a YOI, you can’t
just come up in here, with your big chest, big and bad, because somebody will, they
will come, and they will trample you. (Darren – post)
There’s people, in their cells nervous to come out. (Niall – post)
R: Were you given any advice when you arrived here? Did anyone say anything to
you at reception?
I: They just said erm, ‘it’s not a child’s jail no more, you’re in the adult estate and
if you wanna cause a problem for us, we’ll cause a problem for you’.
R: So what do you think about what they said to you?
I: Erm, like, part of me just wanted to get up and punch him, because I felt like he
was trying to threaten me. (Craig – post)
Craig transferred to a prison holding adults much older than him. The staff
reinforced the perception of violence he held prior to entry which created
a vicious circle of behaviour and punishment (Garland 2001; Independent
Inquiry Child Sexual Abuse 2019). The young people were hesitant to re-
port feeling unsafe, with only five stating that they had at some point, but
Niall and Darren’s accounts demonstrate how violence remained a con-
stant threat.
Violence is often punished with harsher consequences than within the
juvenile YOIs including losses based on the lowest Incentives and Earned
Privileges level (basic) and the threat of additional days being adding to
their sentence was a deterrent for the young people interviewed:
Nobody really fights here because it’s 28 days on basic, no TV, so don’t, no one
wants to get into a fight, because in [YOI1], its only what? A week? Here, it’s more
on basic. (Nabi – post)
Here you’re on basic for a month, so you, your actions, there’s reactions, you know
what I mean. (Darren – post)
Noah transferred initially from a YOI into a high-security prison; he was
aware that it was ‘tough’ there and quickly got into a fight; this meant
that he was placed into segregation and subsequently received a discipline
transfer (without notice) to the young adult/adult institution where he was
interviewed:
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Every single time I’ve had [my sentence plan] they’ve always ‘oh anger manage-
ment, anger management, must attend’ I’ve already done it, you know, so not really
no point. I’ve already done it so many times, my fifth jail what I’ve been in, that’s all
what I seem to be doing every single week is anger management course, I already
know what they’re going to tell me so there’s not really no point is there. (Noah –
post)
Perceptions of violence were generated internally but also externally
through interactions with peers and staff reinforcing the culture of con-
tainment and control. The environment is dependent on young people
employing coping strategies in which they appear to be ‘invincible rather
than needy’ (Willow 2015, p.221) typically demonstrated through a willing-
ness to engage in violence (Bengtsson 2016). Current systems to respond
to young adults are punitive and fail to address the underlying causes of
their behaviours (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021).
Violence and Security
Within the youth custodial estate staff wear coloured shirts; in the young
adult/adult estate staff wear formal white shirts, carry batons and chemicals
referred to as ‘cosh’. The young people sought to dismiss any concern or
fear about their uniform:
I: … the batons, big batons like the officers have, I’ve been hit with them a couple
of times on the out, I know if something kicks off, they’re going to have it, under
control, quickly, yeah.
R: Did that intimidate you when you first came? Because they’re dressed differently
aren’t they? … and they’ve got the batons, was it intimidating?
I: When I first seen it, I did feel a bit, I was shocked more than anything.
R: Where you expecting it?
I: Nah, like, I didn’t mind it, was just, another bit of their uniform. (Craig – post)
The change demonstrates a shift in perception and positioning of staff
members. Their uniform represents the habitual violence ingrained in the
culture of the environment and the requirement to control, rather than
care for, those held. This language is evident through official guidance
(Gov.UK 2018). Darren, a black British male with experience of the care
system, moved to a young adult/adult prison with a large young adult pop-
ulation. He assumed the ingrained institutional position that such elements
are necessary for safety and security reasons:
R: And what did you think about it?
I: Just nothing, [laughs] it’s not kids’ jail is it.
R: … So do you think, does that have any impact on violence and safety?
I: The reason why they’ve got coshs’ here, if you’d seen the men in here, you’d
know, it’s not YOI, you get couple big men in YOI, a couple. In here, they’re more,
big. I’m not saying everyone’s big, but everyone’s a big lad, you know what I mean,
know what I’m saying so, it’s looking at officers from like what can they do sort of
thing.
… I: And it’s different because on [association] there’s only two, three, staff, four
max sometimes, normally two, three I’ve seen max, not enough staff, you get me,
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so if it comes to breaking stuff up they have to whip it up to show like ‘yo, move
back’ sort of thing, because he’s a big man, you know what I mean.
R: So do you think it’s to intimidate people here or do you think it’s for the staff to
protect themselves?
I: Protect themselves obviously, like I said, if you saw the men here, you’d know,
know what I mean. (Darren – post)
The institutional rhetoric that being within a young adult/adult prison jus-
tifies the use of more severe strategies to address violence, particularly as
there are fewer staff available to build relationships with those held and
to better address issues. Since data recording of its use by age from 2019,
figures from an FOI request reveal that over 50% of cases where PAVA
was used involved 18- to 25-year-olds of all ethnicities (37% BAME) (HM
Prison and Probation Service 2021). Disproportionality in the use of PAVA
has been failed to be addressed since its pilot (Dawson 2018). From March
2019–20, 50% of occasions of batons being used, where age and ethnicity
could be matched to the data, were against those aged 18–25 years (28%
BAME) (Ministry of Justice 2021). Physical maturity is often conflated with
developmental maturity. Despite potentially days age between them, there
are constructions of adults as more dangerous than children and therefore
more ‘deserving of the punishment’ (Johnston and Kilty 2016, p.178).
Trauma and Restraint
For those young people whose behaviour is seen to warrant restraint, the
consequences of its use have distinct implications for those with ACE:
If their experience of care and childhood and abuse and neglect is just simply going
to be mirrored in that institution whether that being inflicted upon them by other
inmates or inflicted upon them by the staff through, state sponsored abuse, through
restraint, you know? ‘I’m going to twist your hand and stick it up your back and
demonstrate that I’m stronger than you’, really? (care leaver expert)
Such practices are retraumatising (House of Commons House of Lords
Joint Committee on Human Rights 2019; Independent Inquiry Child Sex-
ual Abuse 2019; National Preventive Mechanism 2017). Child protection
referrals can be made following a restraint of those aged under 18 years.
Although young adults can raise complaints with the Prisons and Proba-
tion Ombudsman (2017) a disproportionately small amount do. The loss of
safeguards constructed by age crudely underestimates the impacts of ACEs
and restraint practices upon young adults.
For young people who have transitioned from the youth custodial estate,
the change in practices from MMPR and C&R is substantive, mentally and
physically traumatic, particularly when they are not informed of it:
I think that they’re naïve in the sense that in the juvenile estate obviously they don’t
use full C&R training, whereas when they arrive here, they do. So that’s been one
thing that I realise I have to explain to them. You get a lot of lads that come here
they get themselves in a fight or something along those lines and then they have
to be C&R initiated on them and they’re just completely shocked and, you know,
‘you’ve assaulted me, you’ve assaulted me’, ‘no, this is the, this is the techniques that
10
C© 2021 The Authors. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice published by Howard League
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
The Howard Journal Vol 0 No 0. April 2021
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 1–18
are used when you arrive into an adult estate’. (staff member, young adult/adult
prison)
It can be quite a scary process. So one was restrained the other day, he’s been in
our establishment for over a year and was in a secure sentence before that, but was
never restrained to that level until last week, here and he was literally dropped to the
floor, taken off his feet and everything, face smack off the floor, but nothing’s going
to happen, because that’s how we had to restrain him, and legally that’s correct,
morally didn’t sit very well, because at the end of the day he’s cracked his face off
the floor, he’s got a bloody nose whereas in a juvenile you wouldn’t be able to sweep
their feet off them. (staff member, young adult/adult prison)
While the staff member acknowledged their ‘moral’ concerns about inflict-
ing a bloody nose on the young person, it is evident that they sought to
neutralise the practice by stating it is ‘legally’ correct (Johnston and Kilty
2016). This is reflective of a lack of understanding of the complexities of
young adults and demonstrates Sykes and Matza (1957) techniques of neu-
tralisation, the norms of restraint for control within the institution are the
‘higher loyalties’ which precede the needs of the young person. The ar-
bitrary shift in practices is legitimised by the definitions of ‘children’ and
‘adults’ which is adopted by staff perceptions. It means that any notion of
vulnerability and the implications of restraint upon them is dismissed.
The traumatic experience of restraint is intensified when it forms part
of a ‘structured intervention’ to transfer someone without notice:
I: Yeah, doesn’t give them the opportunity to refuse, because if they try to refuse a
transfer, then C&R has to be initiated, taken down to segregation, marked on the
system, brought down and then forced onto the bus, which then a lot of receiving
prisons won’t take, prisoners under restraint, especially if their segregation unit is
also full, because they’d have to go straight into that receiving prison’s segregation
unit, so it’s very difficult. And it’s the same when the juveniles come here, so we’ve
had juveniles before that have gone from the juvenile segregation to ours, and it’s
very, very different, so they’re not prepared for it whatsoever.
R: … what’s it like when that person arrives?
I: They’re volatile, they’re angry. They’re upset. (staff member, young adult/adult
prison)
During his interview, an Inspector suggested that the only ‘real training’
within the prison service is use of force and Ministry of Justice (2019) tar-
gets are not being met. Restraint practices are used by staff as a demonstra-
tion of their power (Stone 2012) and authority (Meško and Hacin 2020).
They reflect a lack of positive relationships with young people who are
likely to have ACEs and poor relationships with adults and authority previ-
ously (Harvey 2012; Paulsen and Berg 2016; Urry, Sanders and Munford
2015). This exercise in dominance undermines the opportunity to build
trusting relationships.
Conclusion
The experiences of young adult males are frequently overlooked in em-
pirical prisons research (Murray 2020) and the data analysed here further
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literature from independent inspectorates about the harms endured by
this population. This article recognises the distinct differences upon transi-
tion between institutions arbitrarily determined by age and provides a crit-
ical argument about how the behaviours of young adults should be better
recognised and understood to ensure more appropriate responses to them.
The treatment and practices of young adults in line with that of adults
overlooks their ongoing developmental maturity and its impacts upon be-
haviours. This results in traumatic and damaging responses to this vul-
nerable population, whose needs are widely overlooked. There is a lack
of understanding of contributing factors to challenging behaviours and
the drop in safeguards from the youth custodial estate means that tran-
sitions are particularly harmful for those who have ‘grown up’ in prison
and are at a crucial stage in their life course. The shift in status from
‘child’ to ‘adult’ assumes that developmental maturity has been achieved
and distorts individuals’ perception of themselves and their conduct
(Gooch 2017).
Young adults are difficult to manage (House of Commons Justice Com-
mittee 2016) but it is important to seek to understand the reasons why. Pris-
oners can be consumed by feelings of generalised insecurity anticipating
violence alongside an environment of continuous surveillance and control
(Crewe et al. 2014). This can impact upon their behaviours; while prisoners
may demonstrate violence and performances of masculinity, they are often
coping strategies, in defence within the prison environment which con-
stantly threatens violence (Gooch 2017) or a result of suppressed emotions
(Crewe et al. 2014; Laws 2018). However, they are frequently responded
to with restraint. There is little emphasis on the context of previous trau-
matic life experiences and their impacts (Laws 2018). There is a lack of ef-
fective differential treatment of young adults who require supportive rela-
tionships (House of Commons Justice Committee 2016), particularly those
who have made the significant transition between institutions. The preva-
lence of ACEs and vulnerability extends beyond the youth custodial estate
and must be a prominent consideration in the practices used with young
adults to account for previous traumas. While a new framework for use of
force has been proposed (Bosworth and Ashcroft 2021), it is argued here
that there should be greater training and clarity in guidance and proce-
dures used with young adults which must align more so to safeguarding
practices outlined within the youth custodial estate; this should also be re-
flected in increased staffing provision.
While restraint should not be used as a punishment (National Offender
Management Service 2014a) the data analysed here suggest that it is. Jus-
tified on the basis of maintaining order and security (Bersot and Arrigo
2011), it is an ‘inevitability’ of incarceration (Shenton and Smith 2020),
thus often seen as necessary, particularly for those who exhibit certain be-
haviours typical of adolescence. Restraint practices are reactive, concerned
with security and do not fully account for underlying causes of behaviour.
There is a great need for a shift in culture within institutions, so that those
held feel safe and not constantly under the threat of violence (Taylor 2020).
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The ‘power to punish and claim legitimacy for various applications of vio-
lence’ (Goldson 2008, p.90) is evidence of systemic failures to recognise the
needs, particularly of the population of young adults it is inflicted upon.
Thus, it serves only to replicate prior traumatic experiences while rein-
forcing violence (Shenton and Smith 2020). The significant use of restraint
against young adults demonstrates a lack of understanding about how to
respond effectively to this vulnerable group and staff members’ negative
perceptions of their own legitimacy (Meško and Hacin 2020), therefore
undermining legitimacy.
As Sim (2019, p.54) has argued, it is the conditions within institutions
leaving prisoners feeling ‘dismissed, discredited and disavowed’ and there-
fore reacting violently. The harsh prison environment presents ‘a culture
of mutual mistrust, fear, aggression and barely submerged violence’ (Crewe
et al. 2014, p.56). Institutions are symbolically violent (Cooper 2012); the
use of restraint, batons and PAVA does not address violence (Dawson 2018),
instead normalises pain and contributes to a culture of fear. This is pro-
duced and reproduced through practices which are ‘toxic’ and inevitably
result in violence ‘turn[ing] in on itself ’ (Cunneen, Goldson and Russell
2018, p.424) creating a habitually violent environment (Independent In-
quiry Child Sexual Abuse 2019; Taylor 2020). The shift in perception of
‘children’ to ‘adults’ justifies strategies to exercise power and dominance
over traumatised young adults. However, responding to challenging be-
haviours and violence through restraint perpetuates and reinforces vio-
lence as a strategy of control. Beyond targets for restraint training which
are currently not being met (Ministry of Justice 2019) there should be a
greater investment in staff within the young adult/adult estate.
In practice, restraint is physically and mentally harmful and serves to
retraumatise young people who are likely to have ACEs. The infliction of
restraint demonstrates a lack of de-escalation which is exacerbated in the
young adult/adult estate due to the lesser investment in staffing provision.
With fewer staff, officers are unable to build and develop relationships with
prisoners to understand their needs and behaviours (Gooch 2015; Meško
and Hacin 2020, p.107). The over-representation of young adults in vio-
lent incidents raises questions about the root causes of violence (HM In-
spectorate of Prisons 2021) and highlights the requirement for improved
staffing levels, training (House of Commons House of Lords Joint Com-
mittee on Human Rights 2019) and a tailored approach for young adults
(HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021). It is important that staff members are
aware of the particular needs and understand contributing factors for their
over-representation in disciplinary statistics; this is particularly the case
for BAME young adults (HM Inspectorate of Prisons 2021). Staff require
training to have confidence in their ability to engage with young adults, to
build trusting and supportive relationships which enable them to under-
stand their behaviours and respond appropriately. This, in turn, would
develop respect between staff and young people (Harvey 2012) improve
de-escalation attempts and demonstrate a desire to move away from the
culture and violence that dominates institutions.8
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Notes
1 ‘Vulnerability’ is a contested term and there is not the scope within this article to debate
this. This is not to undermine its complexity which has been discussed elsewhere (see
Brown 2011; Goldson 2002).
2 YOIs in the youth custodial estate hold males aged 15–17 years. There are no YOIs
for females in the youth custodial estate or young adult/adult estate.
3 Split site institutions hold children separately from adults.
4 Establishments holding young people aged 18 years and over are referred to as young
adult/adult institutions within the young adult/adult estate throughout this article.
YOIs will be used in reference to those within the youth custodial estate.
5 The two YOIs were approached and agreed to participate in the research. The young
adult/adult institutions were determined by the destination of the young people within
the sample. Due to practical issues accessing secure children’s homes (SCHs) and STCs
no females were interviewed.
6 A follow-up interview could not be completed with one young person as he was re-
leased before the interview could be arranged.
7 The young people were given pseudonyms which are culturally similar to their real
names.
8 Acknowledgements: I am grateful to the young people who shared their experiences
and stakeholders who engaged with the research. Thanks to the British Society of
Criminology Prison Service Network, particularly Frank Slokan, who directed me to
relevant literature. Thanks also to Dr Grant Bosworth. The reviewers of this article
kindly provided constructive feedback. The PhD research from which these data are
drawn was funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (ES/J500094/1) as
part of a CASE studentship. The studentship also formed part of a non-financial col-
laboration with Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons. The author has previously been
employed as a research associate at Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons.
References
Anda, R.F., Felitti, V.J., Bremner, J.D., Walker, J.D., Whitfield, C., Perry, B.D., Dube,
S.R. and Giles, W.H. (2006) ‘The enduring effects of abuse and related adverse ex-
periences in childhood: a convergence of evidence from neurobiology and epidemi-
ology’, European Archives of Psychiatry and Clinical Neuroscience, 256(3), 174–86.
Bengtsson, T.T. (2016) ‘Performing hypermasculinity: experiences with confined young
offenders’, Men and Masculinities, 19(4), 410–28.
Bersot, H.Y. and Arrigo, B.A. (2011) ‘The ethics of mechanical restraints in prisons and
jails: a preliminary inquiry from psychological jurisprudence’, Journal of Forensic Psy-
chology Practice, 11(2–3), 232–64.
Bosworth, G.J. and Ashcroft, S. (2021) ‘“L.A.C.E.S”: introducing new framework to en-
hance professional standards around Use of Force’, Prison Service Journal, 252, 68–74.
Bosworth, M., Campbell, D., Demby, B., Ferranti, S. and Santos, M. (2005) ‘Doing prison
research: views from inside’, Qualitative Inquiry, 11(2), 249–64.
Brown, K. (2011) ‘“Vulnerability”: handle with care’, Ethics and Social Welfare, 5(3), 313–
21.
Bryman, A. (2016) Social Research Methods, 5th edn, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Cooper, C. (2012) ‘Imagining “radical” youth work possibilities: challenging the “sym-
bolic violence” within the mainstream tradition in contemporary state-led youth work
practice in England’, Journal of Youth Studies, 15(1), 53–71.
Council of Europe (2020) Recommendations of the Committee of Ministers to Member States on
the European Prison Rules (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 11 January 2006, at
the 952nd Meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies and Revised and Amended by the Committee of
Ministers on 1 July 2020 at the 1380th meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies). Available at:
14
C© 2021 The Authors. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice published by Howard League
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
The Howard Journal Vol 0 No 0. April 2021
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 1–18
https://search.coe.int/cm/Pages/result_details.aspx?ObjectId=09000016809ee581 (accessed
3 July 2020).
Crewe, B. (2011) ‘Soft power in prison: implications for staff–prisoner relationships, lib-
erty and legitimacy’, European Journal of Criminology, 8(6), 455–68.
Crewe, B., Hulley, S. and Wright, S. (2020) Life Imprisonment from Young Adulthood: Adap-
tation, Identity and Time (Palgrave Studies in Prisons and Penology), London: Palgrave
Macmillan.
Crewe, B., Warr, J., Bennett, P. and Smith, A. (2014) ‘The emotional geography of prison
life’, Theoretical Criminology, 18(1), 56–74.
Cunneen, C., Goldson, B. and Russell, S. (2018) ‘Human rights and youth justice reform
in England and Wales: a systemic analysis’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 18, 405–30.
Dawson, P. (2018) PAVA Spray: A Prison Reform Trust Position Paper, London: Prison Re-
form Trust. Available at: http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/PAVA%
20PRT%20position%20paper.pdf (accessed 23 February 2021).
Garland, D. (2001) The Culture of Control: Crime and Social Order in Contemporary Society,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Goldson, B. (2002) Vulnerable Inside: Children in Secure and Penal Settings, London: The
Children’s Society.
Goldson, B. (2008) ‘Child incarceration: institutional abuse, the violent state and the
politics of impunity’, in: P. Scraton and J. McCulloch (Ed.), The Violence of Incarceration,
New York: Routledge.
Goldson, B. (2015) ‘The circular motions of penal politics and the pervasive irrationalities
of child imprisonment’, in: B. Goldson and J. Muncie (Eds.), Youth Crime and Justice,
2nd edn, London: Sage.
Gooch, K. (2015) ‘Who needs restraining? Re-examining the use of physical restraint in
an English young offender institution’, Journal of Social Welfare and Family Law, 37(1),
3–20.
Gooch, K. (2016) ‘A childhood cut short: child deaths in penal custody and the pains of
child imprisonment’, Howard Journal, 55, 278–94.
Gooch, K. (2017) ‘“Kidulthood”: ethnography, juvenile prison violence and the transition
from “boys” to “men”’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 19, 80–97.
Gov.UK (2018) Prison Officer Safety Equipment Rolled Out (press release). Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/prison-officer-safety-equipment-rolled-out (accessed 10
February 2021).
Harris, T. (2015) Changing Prisons, Saving Lives: Report of the Independent Review into
Self-inflicted Deaths in Custody of 18–24-year-olds, July 2015, Cm. 9087. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/439859/moj-harris-review-web-accessible.pdf (accessed 22 January 2021).
Harvey, J. (2012) Young Men in Prison: Surviving and Adapting to Life Inside, Abingdon:
Routledge.
HM Chief Inspector of Prisons (2017) Annual Report 2016–17 (HC, 2017–18, 208).
HM Chief Inspector of Prisons (2020) Annual Report 2019–20 (HC, 2020–21, 856).
HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2015a) Behaviour Management and Restraint of Children in
Custody: A Review into the Early Implementation of MMPR, London: HM Inspectorate of
Prisons.
HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2015b) Ethical Principles for Research Activities, London: HM
Inspectorate of Prisons.
HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2021) Outcomes for Young Adults in Custody, London: HM
Inspectorate of Prisons.
HM Prison and Probation Service (2019) Guidance: Young Adult Male Offenders, Lon-
don: HM Prison and Probation Service. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/
young-adult-male-offenders (accessed 20 January 2021).
15
C© 2021 The Authors. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice published by Howard
League and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
The Howard Journal Vol 0 No 0. April 2021
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 1–18
HM Prison and Probation Service (2021) FOI request 210211001 [email]. CSP-
BSS.Correspondence_SOCT@justice.gov.uk (17 February).
HM Prison Service (2005) Use of Force (PSO 1600), London: HM Prison Service.
Available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/933347/use_of_force_-_pso-1600.pdf (accessed 22 January 2021).
House of Commons House of Lords Joint Committee on Human Rights (2019) Nineteenth
Report, Youth Detention: Solitary Confinement and Restraint (HC, 2017–19, 994, HL, 2017–
19, paper 343). Available at: https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt201719/jtselect/jtrights/
994/994.pdf (accessed 22 January 2021).
House of Commons Justice Committee (2016) Seventh Report, The Treatment of Young Adults
in the Criminal Justice System (HC, 2016–17, 169).
House of Commons Justice Committee (2018) Eighth Report, Young Adults in the Criminal
Justice System (HC, 2017–19, 419).
Howard League for Penal Reform (2006) The Lord Carlile of Berriew QC: An Independent
Inquiry into the Use of Physical Restraint, Solitary Confinement and Forcible Strip Searching
of Children in Prisons, Secure Training Centres and Local Authority Secure Children’s Homes,
London: Howard League for Penal Reform.
Howard League for Penal Reform (2011) Twisted: The Use of Force on Children in Custody,
London: Howard League for Penal Reform.
Howard League for Penal Reform (2014) The Howard League for Penal Reform’s Submission
to the Independent Review into Self-inflicted Deaths in NOMS Custody of 18–24-year-olds,
London: Howard League for Penal Reform.
Howard League for Penal Reform (2016) The Carlisle Inquiry 10 Years On: The Use of Re-
straint, Solitary Confinement and Strip Searching of Children, London: Howard League
for Penal Reform.
Hughes, K., Lowey, H., Quigg, Z. and Bellis, M.A. (2016) ‘Relationships between adverse
childhood experiences and adult mental well-being: results from an English national
household survey’, BMC Public Health, 16(222), 1–11.
Independent Inquiry Child Sexual Abuse (2019) Sexual Abuse of Children in Custodial Insti-
tutions 2009–2017: Investigation Report February 2019, London: Independent Inquiry
Child Sexual Abuse. Available at: https://www.iicsa.org.uk/reports/cici (accessed 3 August
2020).
Johnson, S., Blum, R. and Giedd, J. (2009) ‘Adolescent maturity and the brain: the
promise and pitfalls of neuroscience research in adolescent health policy’, Journal
of Adolescent Health, 45(3), 216–21.
Johnston, M.S. and Kilty, J.M. (2016) ‘‘‘It’s for their own good’’: techniques of neutral-
ization and security guard violence against psychiatric patients’, Punishment & Society,
18, 177–97.
Laws, B. (2018) ‘The return of the supressed: exploring how emotional suppression
reappears as violence and pain among male and female prisoners’, Punishment & So-
ciety, 21(5), 560–77.
Laws, B. and Crewe, B. (2016) ‘Emotion regulation among male prisoners’, Theoretical
Criminology, 20(4), 529–47.
Liddle, G. (2019) Inquiry under the Inquiries into Fatal Accidents and Sudden Deaths
etc (Scotland) Act 2016 into the Death of Allan StewartMarshall ([2018]FAI 35 2B-
1152-17). Available at: https://www.scotcourts.gov.uk/docs/default-source/cos-general-docs/
pdf -docs-for-opinions/2019fai35.pdf?sfvrsn=0 (accessed 5 August 2020).
Meade, B., Steiner, B. and Klahm, C.F. (2017) ‘The effect of police use of force on mental
health problems of prisoners’, Policing and Society, 27(2), 229–44.
Meško, G. and Hacin, R. (2020) ‘Self-legitimacy and use of force: a quantitative study
of prison officers in Slovenia’, International Journal of Comparative and Applied Criminal
Justice, 44(1–2), 103–17.
16
C© 2021 The Authors. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice published by Howard League
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
The Howard Journal Vol 0 No 0. April 2021
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 1–18
Ministry of Justice (2013) Transforming Management of Young Adults in Custody, Cm. 8733.
Ministry of Justice (2019) Prison Performance Ratings 2018 to 2019. Supplementary Tables: Ta-
ble 1 Performance Measure Data and Targets by Prison 2018/19 (excel spreadsheet), Lon-
don: Ministry of Justice.
Ministry of Justice (2021) FOI request 210308005, HM Prison and Probation Service Use
of Force – Number of Occasions Batons Drawn (Not Used and Used) Summary Tables (excel
spreadsheet). CSP-BSS.Correspondence_SOCT@justice.gov.uk (18 March).
Moore, L. and Wahidin, A. (2017) ‘The role of ethics in prisoner research’, in: M. Cow-
burn, L. Gelsthorpe and A. Wahidin (Eds.), Research Ethics in Criminology: Dilemmas,
Issues and Solutions, Abingdon: Routledge.
Murray, C. (2020) ‘“Can’t hack the whack”: exploring young men’s gendered discourses
on time in prison’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, published online 14 April, https:
//doi.org/10.1177/1748895820914379.
National Offender Management Service (2012) The Transition Process: Guidance on Trans-
fers from Under 18 Young Offender Institutions to Young Adult Young Offender Institutions,
London: Ministry of Justice and National Offender Management Service.
National Offender Management Service (2014a) Control and Order Function: Use of Force
– Implementation of Minimizing and Managing Physical Restraint (PSI 06/2014), London:
Ministry of Justice National Offender Management Service.
National Offender Management Service (2014b) Home Office Manual for Escorting Safely.
Redacted Version: Physical Restraint Techniques, London: National Offender Manage-
ment Service.
National Offender Management Service (2015) Control and Order Function: Amendments to
Use of Force Policy (PSI 30/2015), London: National Offender Management Service.
National Preventive Mechanism (2017) Guidance: Isolation in Detention, London: National
Preventive Mechanism.
National Preventive Mechanism (2018) Monitoring Places of Detention: Eighth Annual Report
of the United Kingdom’s National Preventive Mechanism 1 April 2016–31 March 2017, Cm.
9563.
Paulsen, V. and Berg, B. (2016) ‘Social support and interdependency in transition to
adulthood from child welfare services’, Children and Youth Services Review, 68, 125–31.
Price, J. and Turner, J. (2021) ‘(Custodial) spaces to grow? Adolescent development
during custodial transitions’, Journal of Youth Studies, published online 11 January,
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2020.1865525.
Prison Reform Trust (2019) Prison: The Facts (Bromley Briefings Winter 2019), London:
Prison Reform Trust.
Prisons and Probation Ombudsman (2014) Leaning Lessons Bulletin: Fatal Incidents
Investigations Issue 6: Young Adult Prisoners, London: Prisons and Probation Om-
budsman. Available at: http://www.ppo.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/LLB-FII-06_
Young-adults-.pdf (accessed 10 February 2021).
Prisons and Probation Ombudsman (2017) Learning Lessons Bulletin: Complaints Investi-
gations Issue 8: Complains from Young People in Custody, London: Prisons and Probation
Ombudsman.
Ricciardelli, R., Maier, K. and Hannah-Moffat, K. (2015) ‘Strategic masculinities: vul-
nerabilities, risk and the production of prison masculinities’, Theoretical Criminology,
19(4), 491–513.
Robinson, C. (2019) ‘Prison “rules” and the use of restraints on terminally ill prisoners’,
Prison Service Journal, 241, 27–31.
Shenton, F. and Smith, R. (2020) ‘Behaviour management or institutionalised repres-
sion? Children’s experiences of physical restraint in custody’, Children & Society, pub-
lished online 21 July, https://doi.org/10.1111/chso.12410.
17
C© 2021 The Authors. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice published by Howard
League and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
The Howard Journal Vol 0 No 0. April 2021
ISSN 2059-1098, pp. 1–18
Sim, J. (2019) ‘Aching desolation: Liverpool prison and the regressive limits of penal
reform in England and Wales’, Critical and Radical Social Work, 7(1), 41–58.
Smallridge, P. and Williamson, A. (2008) Independent Review of Restraint in Juvenile Secure
Settings, London: Ministry of Justice and Department for Children, Schools and Fam-
ilies.
Social Exclusion Unit (2005) Transitions: Young Adults with Complex Needs, London: Office
of the Deputy Prime Minister.
Stone, N. (2012) ‘Legal commentary “a sorry tale”: forcible physical restraint of children
in custody’, Youth Justice, 12(3), 245–57.
Sykes, G.M. and Matza, D. (1957) ‘Techniques of neutralisation: a theory of delinquency’,
American Sociological Review, 22(6), 664–70.
Tanner, J. and Arnett, J. (2009) ‘The emergence of “emerging adulthood” the new life
stage between adolescence and young adulthood’, in: A. Furlong (Ed.), Handbook of
Youth and Young Adulthood, Abingdon: Routledge.




Transition to Adulthood Alliance (2009) Young Adult Manifesto, London: Transition to
Adulthood Alliance and Barrow Cadbury Trust.
Urry, Y. Sanders, J. and Munford, R. (2015) ‘The “right time”: negotiating the timing of
interviews with vulnerable young people’, Journal of Youth Studies, 18(3), 291–304.
Willow, C. (2015) Children Behind Bars: Why the Abuse of Child Imprisonment Must End, Bris-
tol: Policy Press.
Youth Justice Board (2015) Minimising and Managing Physical Restraint: Safeguarding Pro-
cesses, Governance Arrangements and Roles and Responsibilities (updated version), London:
Youth Justice Board.
Youth Justice Board (2018) How to Make Resettlement Constructive (11 September), Lon-
don: Youth Justice Board. Available at: https://yjresourcehub.uk/custody-and-resettlement/
item/610-how-to-make-resettlement-constructive-yjb-document.html (accessed 30 July 2020).
Date submitted: September 2020
Date accepted: April 2021
18
C© 2021 The Authors. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice published by Howard League
and John Wiley & Sons Ltd
